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Art Unit: 2871 

DETAILED ACTION 



Double Patenting 

The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or 
improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent possible 
harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting rejection 
is appropriate where the conflicting claims are not identical, but at least one examined 
application claim is not patentably distinct from the reference claim(s) because the examined 
application claim is either anticipated by, or would have been obvious over, the reference 
claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re 
• Goodman, 11 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In reLongU 759 F.2d 887, 225 
USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re 
Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 
USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37-CFR 1.321(c) or 1.321(d) may 
be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting 
ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to be commonly owned 
with this application, or claims an invention made as a result of activities undertaken within the 
scope of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 CFR 
3.73(b). 

Claims 2, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, and 12-15 are provisionally rejected on the ground of 
nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-5 of 
copending Application No. 10/469,197 in view of Hirosue et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,504,581 
"Hirosue"). This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection. 

Claims 1-5 of 10/469,197 disclose the proposed features except for the method as using a 
random number generator. Hirosue teaches a random number generator function for randomly 
placing the exposed areas for each shot. Hirosue teaches an individual number as generated 
corresponding to the position of a unit area within the row (Column 5 line 51 - Column 6 line 



12). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have determined the positions of the light-exposed unit areas in each row or column 
by a random number generator such that each generated random number corresponds to the 
position of a unit area within each row or column. Hazama teaches a random configuration as 
effective to distribute the division pattern elements between shots so that the stitch areas are 
inconspicuous (Column 9 lines 40-45). One would have been motivated to use a random number 
generator to determine the positions of the light-exposed and light-blocked areas to ensure that 
the boundary areas between shot exposures are unnoticed. 

Claims 3, 11, and 12 are provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-5 of copending 
Application No. 10/469,197 in view of Hirosue et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,504,581 "Hirosue") 
and in further view of Takasugi et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,606,141 "Takasugi"). This is a 
provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection. 

Claims 1-5 of Application No. 10/469,197 fail to disclose the unit area NxM matrix as' 
configured such that N/M or M/N is a natural number. Takasugi, however, teaches a stitch area 
(Figure 4 element 45, Figures 5 A and 5B; Column 7 line 61 - Column 8 line 10) in which N/M 
equals 2 (20 units across, 10 down). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have configured the stitch unit area such that N/M is a natural number. One would 
have been motivated to choose such a stitch size as an engineering expediency such as to make 
the boundary region less conspicuous by broadening the graduation region. 
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Claims 5, 6, 8, 14, and 15 are provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-5 of copending 
Application No. 10/469,197 in view of Hazama et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,583,854 "Hazama"). 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection. 

Claims 1-5 of Application No. 10/469,197 fail to disclose the domain defining member as 
comprising a cutout of the common electrode. Hazama, however, teaches electrodes located 
within the pixel area as division pattern elements (Figures 12A and 12B elements Ep4). Kim 
'953 teaches such electrodes as including common electrodes (Figures 2 and 3 element 23) 
having a cutout (element 19). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to form a domain defining member to comprise a cutout of the common electrode. 
Hazama teaches multiple domain defining members in each pixel so as to further aid in making 
an inconspicuous stitch. Kim '953 teaches a cutout in the common electrode located within the 
pixel region to form a multi-domain effect to improve the contrast ratio of the display at inclined 
viewing angles (Column 6 lines 3-6). 

Claims 10 is provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-5 of copending Application No. 
10/469,197 in view of Hirosue and in further view of Edelkind et ah (U.S. Patent No. 
5,987,483 "Edelkind"). 
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Claims 1-5 of Application No. 10/469,197 fail to disclose the type of random number 
generator. Edelkind, however, teaches a pseudorandom number generator as favorable over a 
truly random number generator (Column 1 lines 46-54). 

. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to generate the random numbers from a pseudorandom number generator. One would 
have been motivated to use a pseudorandom number generator to avoid the necessity of 
specialized hardware for generating a truly random number (Column 1 line 45 - Column 2 line 
6). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 2, 4, 8, 9, and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kim et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,945,256 "Kim '256") in view of Hirosue et al. (U.S. Patent 
No. 6,504,581 "Hirosue"). 

Regarding claims 2, 8, and 9, Kim '256 discloses a method of manufacturing a liquid 
crystal display panel by a divisional exposure with a plurality of shots including first and second 
shots adjacent to each other (Figure 4), the method comprising: 

preparing a stitch area (Figures 4 and 5 elements 10 and 130) which is an overlapping 
area of the first and the second shots at a boundary between the first shot and the second shot and 
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includes a plurality of unit areas (Figure 5), each unit area being light exposed or light-blocked in 
the first and the second shots (Column 4 lines 38-42); and 

determining the positions or the sizes of the light-exposed unit areas or the light-blocked 
unit areas, the number of the light-exposed unit areas or the light-blocked unit areas gradually 
decreasing or increasing along a direction for the first shot to the second shot (Figure 5; Column 
4 line 54 - Column 5 line 2) 

wherein the determination comprises: 

a determined pitch of the unit areas (Column 4 lines 44-46); 
a determined stitch area including a plurality of unit areas arranged in an NxM 
matrix (Column 4 lines 46-53); 

a determined number of light-exposed unit areas or light-blocked unit areas in 
each row or in each column for the first and the second shots (Column 4 lines 54-64). 

Kim '256 fails to disclose the step of determining positions of the light-exposed unit 
areas or light-blocked unit areas in each row or in each column for the first and the second shots 
using the random number generator, wherein each generated number corresponds to the position 
of a unit area within each row or column. Kim '256, however, describes the shapes of the shot 
portions at the boundary as arbitrary and that the light-blocked and light-exposed regions of each 
shot as mixed at the boundary region, and without any type of mixing pattern (Figure 5; Column 
4 lines 43-44, lines 64-67). Furthermore, Hirosue teaches a random number generator function 
for randomly placing the exposed areas for each shot. Hirosue teaches an individual number as 
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generated corresponding to the position of a unit area within the row (Column 5 line 51 - 
Column 6 line 12). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have determined the positions of the light-exposed unit areas in each row or column 
by a random number generator such that each generated random number corresponds to the 
position of a unit area within each row or column. Hazama teaches a random configuration as 
effective to distribute the division pattern elements between shots so that the stitch areas are 
inconspicuous (Column 9 lines 40-45). One would have been motivated to use a random number 
generator to determine the positions of the light-exposed and light-blocked areas to ensure that 
the boundary areas between shot exposures are unnoticed. 

Regarding claims 4 and 13, Kim '256 discloses the unit area as including a pixel area, a 
plurality of pixel areas, or a portion of a pixel area (Column 5 lines 12-14). 

Claims 3, 11, and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kim '256 in view of Hirosue and in further view of Takasugi et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,606,141 "Takasugi")- 

V 

Regarding claims 3 and 1 1, Kim '256 as modified by Hirosue fails to disclose the unit 
area NxM matrix as configured such that N/M or M/N is a natural number. Takasugi, however, 
teaches a stitch area (Figure 4 element 45, Figures 5 A and 5B; Column 7 line 61 - Column 8 line 
10) in which N/M equals 2 (20 units across, 10 down). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have configured the stitch unit area disclosed by Kim '256 such that N/M is a 
natural number. One would have been motivated to choose such a stitch size as an engineering 
expediency such as to make the boundary region less conspicuous by broadening the graduation 
region. 

Regarding claim 12, Kim '256 as modified by Takasugi discloses the proposed shot 
direction and number of light-exposed areas for each column (Figure 5). 

Claims 5, 6, 8, 14, and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kim '256 in view of Hazama et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,583,854 "Hazama"). 

Regarding claims 5, 8, and 14, Kim '256 discloses each pixel area as comprising two unit 
areas (Column 5 lines 11-13) Kim '256 fails to disclose the pixel area as provided with a domain 
defining member disposed between adjacent unit areas in which positions or sizes of the light- 
exposed unit areas or the light-blocked unit areas are determined by a random number generator. 
Hazama, however, teaches such a unit area (Figures 9-12) with a domain defining member (any 
of elements epl-ep4) disposed between adjacent unit areas. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have formed the unit areas and domain defining members as taught by Hazama in 
the display device manufacturing method disclosed by Kim '256. One would have been 
motivated to form the unit areas and domain defining members accordingly so that individual . 
components in each pixel may be randomized in individual and differing configurations to 
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further aid in making an inconspicuous stitch (Column 20 lines 5-14). Any of elements epl-ep4 
may be defined as a domain defining member. Such elements define boundaries between unit 
areas as seen in Figures 9A-12B. 

Regarding claims 6 and 15, Kim '256 fails to disclose a boundary line between adjacent 
unit areas as extending parallel to the gate lines. Hazama, however, teaches such a unit area with 
a boundary line between adjacent unit areas as extending parallel to the gate lines (Figures 9-12). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have formed the unit areas and domain defining members as taught by Hazama in 
the display device manufacturing method disclosed by Kim '256. One would have been 
motivated to form the unit areas and domain defining members accordingly so that individual 
components in each pixel may be randomized in individual and differing configurations to 
further aid in making an inconspicuous stitch (Column 20 lines 5-14). . 

Claims 7 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kim '256 in view of Hazama and in further view of Kim et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,100,953 
"Kim '953"). 

Kim '256 as modified by Hazama fails to disclose fails to disclose the domain defining 
member as comprising a cutout of the common electrode. Hazama, however, teaches electrodes 
located within the pixel area as division pattern elements (Figures 12A and 12B elements Ep4). 
Kim '953 teaches such electrodes as including common electrodes (Figures 2 and 3 element 23) 
having a cutout (element 19). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to form a domain defining member to comprise a cutout of the common electrode. 
Hazama teaches multiple domain defining members in each pixel so as to further aid in making 
an inconspicuous stitch. Kim '953 teaches a cutout in the common electrode located within the 
pixel region to form a multi-domain effect to improve the contrast ratio of the display at inclined 
viewing angles (Column 6 lines 3-6). 

Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kim 6 256 in 
view of Hirosue and in further view of Edelkind et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,987,483 
"Edelkind"). 

Kim '256 as modified by Hirouse fails to disclose the type of random number generator. 
Edelkind, however, teaches a pseudorandom number generator as favorable over a truly random 
number generator (Column 1 lines 46-54). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to generate the random numbers from a pseudorandom number generator. One would 
have been motivated to use a pseudorandom number generator to avoid the necessity of 
specialized hardware for generating a truly random number (Column 1 line 45 - Column 2 line 
6). 



\ Response to Arguments 

Applicants arguments with respect to claims 2-16 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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